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EVOLUTION AND THE BIBLE 


For two decades or more there has been a never- 
ending stream of books and addresses on the subject 
of science in its relation to evolution and the Bible. 
Many have attempted to show that the Bible and 
Science are hopelessly antagonistic to each other, while 
others have argued that this antagonism is only 
apparent. 

Ths mistake of many writers and speakers is that 
they confuse evolution with science. Evolution has no 
claim whatever to be called science, because it is noth¬ 
ing more than a philosophy. A certain school of 
scientists have by vociferous and dogmatic utterances, 
endeavored to confer on it the dignity of proven facts, 
so that the idea has become more or less fixed in many 
minds, notwithstanding the almost total absence of cor- 
robative evidence. 

These evolutionary teachers seem, almost without 
exception to be actuated by sinister motives toward the 
Bible. They appear to be controlled by a peculiar 
religious bias, which manifests itself in openly expressed 
admiration for the Book of Books, but a veiled 
hatred of its claims and teachings. 

The charge is made against the Divine Record that 
it is not to be thought of as wholly and infallibly in¬ 
spired by God, but as a remarkably superior collection 
of human documents, containing, because of human 
authorship, many errors and contradictions, particularly 
in its historical and scientific statements. 

We are told that its spiritual teaching, for the most 
part, may be taken at its face value, but when dealing 
with science and history, it speaks the crude science 
of a primitive age, and its history, for many reasons, is 
inexact and untrustworthy. 



The dissecting knife of the critic usually begins at 
Genesis. The first two chapters are cut out ruthlessly, 
and labelled myth and allegory. The Record of 
Creation is said to be false, because evolution is 
“known” to be God’s method of peopling the earth with 
millions of creatures we see all about us. 

The purpose of this writing is not to discuss the 
claim of the Higher Critics, in relation to the alleged 
authorship of the Bible, but rather to investigate the 
claims of those believers in the history of evolution 
who declare that the Spiritual account of Creation is 
not substantiated by known facts. 

There is no conflict between science and the Bible 
because both are Truth, but, undoubtedly, there is 
direct antagonism between the Bible and the interpre- 
tations of certain scientists who deny the literal value 
of the Genesis Record. 

The statement is made that the Bible was never 
intended to teach science. The Author of the Book 
makes no such admission, and it is fair to conclude, in 
the absence of any evidence to the contrary, that 
wherever the Writer touches a scientific subject He 
gives us Truth without any admixture of error. 

To deny accurate scientific knowledge to the writers 
of the Bible is to argue in the face of irrefutable facts. 
The science of Genesis, to take the most disputed Book 
in the list, is absolutely in accord with the findings of 
the most recent and most reliable investigation. In only 
one respect does it displease the “modem mind,” and 
that is to its unequivocal statement of Creation as the 
method used by God to bring life and life-forms on 
the earth. And since there have never been dis¬ 
covered any facts which make Creation impossible we 
have no right to dispute it until the alternative theory 
can produce more than supposition. In spite of tireless 
and long-continued search for evidence which might 


prove it false, by learned and skilled enemies of this 
Record, evolution remains, not only “unproven and 
improvable,” but impossible because directly opposed 
by known facts. 

Since the facts and the results of countless ex¬ 
periments corroborate Creation, why should believers 
in it be called “unscientific” and “ignorant?” It is said 
that the wisest course for a lawyer with a poor case to 
pursue, is to abuse the opposing counsel, and, appar¬ 
ently, this accounts for the very common charge made 
against orthodox folks that we are antagonistic to the 
study and teaching of modem science. 

That such statements can be made so persistently 
by the opponents of Fundamentalism indicates the ex¬ 
treme weakness of the evolutionist’s position. If it 
were worth the effort, it would be easy to prove that 
science owes much to orthodox believers in the literal 
plenary inspiration of Scripture as well as to those who 
ridicule its inerrancy. 

Among those who are not ashamed to confess their 
allegiance to Fundamentalism are many of the world's 
foremost scientists, and, certainly, no anti-evolutionist 
among the thousands of those who deny brute ancestry 
for mankind has any objection to the pursuit or teach¬ 
ing of real science. But at the same time it is their 
duty and privilege to object vigorously to the proclama¬ 
tion of the merest supposition as proven science, and 
in this they have with them every thinking, sensible 
individual. 

It suits the evolutionist to confuse evolution and 
science. Science is defined as “ascertained fact” but 
the doctrine of Transformation cannot rightfully claim 
any such standing. One argument worked day and 
night in an endeavor to discredit the Fundamentalist 
position, is that Bible believers have a deep-seated aver¬ 
sion to science in all its forms, preferring to remain in 



ignorance of its accomplishments, and desiring to elimi¬ 
nate its teachings from the schools. In spite of denials 
and the obvious absurdity of these allegations, they 
continue to be hurled by the dismayed followers of 
Darwin, who see their hold on the public mind 
weakening. 

The issue is clearly defined. On the one hand are 
those believing in a God who created the heavens and 
the earth, with all its abounding life, according to a 
plan of His own choosing. His omnipotence enabled 
Him to transmit through fallible human instruments 
an accurate Record of His Creative work. They accept 
this account as true and infallible and since it states 
Creation as God’s method of operating, and since the 
Scripture is supported by all the available evidence of 
Nature sanely and scientifically interpreted, they repu¬ 
diate evolution as the process by which the world and 
all life-forms were originated. 

On the other hand are those who claim to revere 
the Bible and to believe in some kind of a Supreme 
Being, who is given various names, such as First Cause, 
the Absolute, Universal Consciousness, etc. They 
place little reliance in the idea of a personal God who 
designed and planned His work for the world, nor do 
they entertain the concept of an Infallible Bible. This 
Book they say has certain claims on our admiration 
because of its many excellent qualities, but, being 
written by human scribes with inherent frailties, is 
necessarily full of inevitable errors. They interpret the 
facts of Nature to indicate a slow, age-long evolutionary 
process as the method of peopling the world. Life 
“appeared” somehow, probably by a chance arrange¬ 
ment of electrons which arrangement has never since 
been repeated. All the evidence contradicts this ex¬ 
planation of life but there is great reluctance to allow 
any supernatural interference in the alleged evolution- 


ary process involving innumerable changes in the 
original microscopical speck of living protoplasm on 
through various stages of sponge, worm, fish, amphi¬ 
bian, reptile, mammal to man, the crowning product. 

The greatest menace to orthodoxy comes from 
those who acknowledge the existence of a Supreme 
Being, God, endowed with Omnipotence, but claim 
that His method was evolution, not Creation. They 
are very outspoken in their desire to give honor to God, 
but minimise the inevitable impEcations of their 
doctrine. 

The moment one accepts the evolutionary theory 
he denies Inerrancy to the Scripture, and many disas¬ 
trous results to the fundamental concepts of the Chris¬ 
tian faith follow logically. 

If the Bible be not verbally inspired, and if it is not 
intended to be taken literally, then our duty is clear. 
We must reject belief in a planning, all-powerful God, 
able to control the transmission of a message to man¬ 
kind. If only portions of the Bible are to be trusted 
then, in the others, God failed to make His meaning 
plain; He permitted a Volume bearing His name to be 
arranged, but for which He is not wholly responsible, 
and in which He is placed in a false light before His 
creatures. 

This position appears wholly inconsistent with be¬ 
lief in a God able to create anything, even the 
primordial bit of life-possessing protoplasm. If man is 
the last member of a large group of evolving animals, 
he has been constantly rising in the scale of life, and 
he could never have been the victim of a “Fall" such 
as the Bible records. 

Then there is no such thing as Sin, because what we 
call Sin is simply the beastly taint which has clung to 
us, and from which we can only expect to be freed by 
a gradual process of improvement. Our Fall has been 


“upward.” If there has been no downward Fall, there 
is no need of a Saviour for a lost race. In fact, Jesus 
Christ cannot be God, but is a human being like the 
rest of us; His redemptive work, was the ill-balanced 
activity of an over-zealous Jewish reformer, who lost 
his life because of loyalty to convictions. 

At one sweep of the Damocletian sword of the 
destructive critic, all the fundamentals of the Christian 
faith are removed, our hopes which are built on sinking, 
drifting sand, are dashed to pieces and we are of all 
men most miserable. 

As this destructive critical process begins with 
Genesis, so must the work of restoration. If evolution 
can be proved scientifically false, then Creation, by a 
process of elimination, must be true, as no other possible 
explanation of life exists. Therefore, the most logical 
way, rather, the only logical way, to defend the Bible 
from attacks of enemies, and to prove it the Divine 
Infallible Word of the Living God, is first to undertake 
a study of the evolutionary hypothesis, and see whether 
its claims are substantiated by the facts of nature. 

The more enthusiastic believers in evolution go so 
far as to say that it has long since ceased to be a theory 
and is now as definitely proved as the Law of Gravita¬ 
tion. This statement which is certainly not warranted 
by the available evidence, is denied by the greatest liv- 
ng scientists, even by those who hold the theory. 

Dr. R. A. Millikan, the eminent physicist, address¬ 
ing the American Chemical Society recently, made this 
declaration: 

“The pathetic thing about it is that 
many scientists are trying to prove the 
truth of evolution, which no scientist 
can do." 

At the very beginning of our study, we must have 
a clear idea of the meaning of the word “evolution. 


It suits the purpose of the evolutionist to surround this 
■word with considerable mystery, and to give it many 
meanings, any one of which may be used, according 
to the need of the moment. 

The evolutionist would like to have us believe that 
the word means simply development, change and 
growth. The power to cause the change may be in¬ 
herent in the life-form or it may be confined to an 
external agency, usually man himself, who brings into 
action skill in breeding and ability to alter environ- 

But, surely, evolution means more than change. 
Everyone admits variations inumerable, and changes 
without number, as the product of human industry and 
knowledge. If this is all that is meant, there could be 
no discussion because all are agreed. But when the 
transformationist starts with one speck of living matter 
and ends with man, he postulates an interminable num¬ 
ber of intermediate forms. The first life-form is a 
distinct type, and must change into something else, the 
second changing into a third, the third into a fourth, 
and so on, each of these types being different from and 
more advanced than the preceding. The child is an 
improvement on the parent for an endless number of 
generations. This means transmutation of species, and 
the power that brings about these vast changes is in 
the living thing itself, according to the theory. 

Le Conte, the evolutionist, gave an accurate and 
comprehensive definition to the word which has been 
universally accepted. It is this. 

“Continuous progressive change, ac¬ 
cording to certain laws, by means of resi¬ 
dent forces.” 

In this definition there are three things: change, 
laws, and resident forces. The last item is the most 
important, because it excludes the work of man operat- 



ing from without, and this removes practically all the 
evidence submitted by the evolutionist as proof for his 
doctrine. When we hear or read that evolution is 
going on all about us in the modem world, and we are 
referred to the experimental breeding operations of 
Luther Burbank for examples of the production of new 
species, the above definition of Le Conte. 

One eminent evolutionary scientist, in a recent 
magazine article, “Evolution is a Fact,” begins by saying 
that “definitions are wearisome.” We have no doubt 
he accurately expressed his own feelings on the ques¬ 
tion. Indefinite terminology makes it very easy for him 
to squirm out of embarrassing and illogical positions. 
But whether definitons are wearisome or not, we insist 
on requiring them even at the risk of causing the most 
extreme form of mental fatigue in our opponents. 

Evolution, then, involves innumerable changes of 
species, not simply the origination of new varieties. If 
the orange, after many experiments which bring out 
some interesting modifications in its structure and ap¬ 
pearance, remains still an orange, we fail to see in what 
way the claim can be substantiated, that we are witness¬ 
ing evolution. 

Here we are confronted with another word 
for which we must demand a definite and intelligible 
meaning. The word is species. The evolutionist points 
to life-forms, either plant or animal, in which certain 
modifications have been produced by breeding; and. 
says that these individuals somewhat different from 
their predecessors, and breeding true, are species. But 
this is surely to give far too broad a meaning to the 
term. 

Prof. George Barry O’Toole, in his great book, 
“The Case Against Evolution,” p. 4, gives an adequate 
definition of the word, which is clear, distinct and 
scientific. It is this: 
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“An organic species may be defined as 
a group of organisms endowed with the 
hardihood necessary to survive and pro- 
pagate themselves under natural condi¬ 
tions (i. e., in the wild state), exhibiting 
a “common inheritable type, differing 
from one another by no major germinal 
difference, perfectly interfertile with one 
another, but sexually incompatible with 
the members of an alien specific group, 
in such wise that they produce hybrids 
wholly or partially sterile, when crossed 
with organisms outside their own sped' 
fic group.” 

As O'Toole points out, David Starr Jordan has 
called attention, and very wisely, to viaibility and sur¬ 
vival under natural conditions as the prindpal requisite 
of a spedes. Let this test be applied to every alleged 
new spedes and see what becomes of it. 

Jordan, an outstanding exponent of evolution says 
this about spedes: 

“A spedes is not merely a form or 
group of individuals distinguished from 
other groups by definable features. A 
complete definition involves longevity. 

A spedes is a kind of plant or animal 
which runs the gauntlet of the ages and 
has persisted. ... A form is not a 
spedes until it has stood.”—“Sdence,” 
October 20, 1922, p. 448. 

In the same article he goes on to elaborate this 
thought and remarks: 

“Garden or greenhouse products are 
immensely interesting and instructive, 
but they throw little light on the origin 
of spedes. To call them ‘spedes’ is 


like calling dress-parade cadets ‘soldiers.’ 

It is easy to trick out a group of boys 
to look like soldiers, but you cannot de¬ 
fine them as such until they have stood.” 

If one visits California and asks at the fruit stands 
for the wonderful vegetables which Burbank has 
brought forth, and about which we constantly read in 
the writings of evolutionists, as instances of the trans¬ 
mutation of species, we are laughed at. They simply 
are not to be found, because they have not been able 
to fulfill the requirements which Dr. Jordan has laid 
down. They have not the strength or hardihood to 
“stand” or reproduce themselves when the Burbank 
hand is withdrawn. 

The same objection applies to those sudden and 
marked variations of DeVries and Morgan. The 
famous Evening Primrose of De Vries is often referred 
to by the transformists. This is a mutation or sport, as 
are the many examples offered by Morgan who experi¬ 
mented with the fruit-fly. 

In the Toronto address of the eminent William 
Bateson, an address which has supplied the anti-evolu¬ 
tionists with abundant ammunition for years to come, 
he announced the failure of the Mutation Theory of 
De Vries in these words: 

“That particular and essential bit of 
the theory of evolution which is con¬ 
cerned with the origin and nature of 
species, remains utterly mysterious. We 
no longer feel as we used to do, that the 
process of variation now contemporan¬ 
eously occurring, is the beginning of a 
work which needs merely the element 
of time for its completion; for even time 
cannot complete what has not yet begun. 

The conclusion in which we were 


brought up that species are the product 
of a summation of variations, ignored 
the chief attribute of species first pointed 
out by John Ray that the product of 
their crosses is frequently sterile in 
greater or less degree. Huxley, very 
early in the debate, pointed out this 
grave defect in the evidence, but before 
breeding researches had been made on a 
large scale, no one felt the objection to 
be serious. Extended work might be 
trusted (it was hoped) to supply the 
deficiency. It has not done so, and the 
significance of the negative evidence can 
no longer be denied. . . .” 

'The production of an indubitably 
sterile hybrid from completely fertile par¬ 
ents, which has arisen under critical ob¬ 
servation, is the event for which we 
wait. Until this event is witnessed, our 
knowledge of evolution is incomplete in 
a vital respect. From time to time such 
an observation is published, but none has 
yet survived criticism.” 

With a definite meaning given to these two words, 
evolution and species, and with this candid confession 
of Bateson, a confession which not even the most ar¬ 
dent evolutionist can gainsay, we begin to visualize 
something of the utter futility of the claims being made 
for this doctrine. 

Whatever view we take of the process, evolution, 
if it be true, must have operated by changing one dis¬ 
tinct type of life into another type. It must have 
produced countless intermediate life-forms able to 
reproduce themselves and survive under the rigor of 
natural conditions, and all this must have come from 


“resident forces” independent of external human 
agency. 

Not a single instance of this necessary transmuta¬ 
tion of species has ever been seen. All that the evolu¬ 
tionist has to offer in explanation of this surprising 
fact, is that the investigaton of the rocks in which 
remains of these forms might be found, is too incom¬ 
plete. The inference is that when more specimens of 
fossil remains are available, the needed evidence may be 
forthcoming. Also, we are informed that the inter¬ 
mediate forms are not of such a vigorous structure as 
to lend themselves to preservation. If they were strong 
enough to live under natural conditions and reproduce 
themselves, it ought not to be impossible for them to 
leave some traces behind, especially since all the forms 
to be connected are found. When the links with which 
to connect these species into one uniform series are all 
missing, surely there is more than a mere doubt as to 
whether they ever had an existence. 

Evolution is said to be all-embracing. ‘The pro¬ 
cess pervades the whole universe, and the doctrine 
covers alike every department of science—yea, every 
department of human thought.” This statement uttered 
with such confidence and authority is so wide of the 
mark, if Le Conte’s definition is taken as the true one, 
that one wonders at the kind of mentality which can 
believe this to be true. 

There are so many tremendous and unbridgable gaps 
between the various living organisms, and such a lack of 
continuity in all the realms of nature and thought, 
that the opposite of continuous evolution would seem 
so obvious that discussion were unnecessary. 

What of the gaps between plant and animal life, 
between invertebrates and vertebrates, between animals 
without breasts and mammals, between individuals with 
instinct and man with reasoning powers? And how 


explain the gap between inorganic matter and living 
protoplasm? Where, in anything, is there evolution by 
“resident forces?” Whatever progress there has been 
in politics, government, civilization, social customs, or 
science, has been brought about by the external agency 
of man, not by any “resident force.” 

One of the fundamental concepts of the evolu- 
tionist, is that of Uniformity. He says that the pro- 
cesses operating on inorganic and organic matter today, 
are the same, yesterday and forever. He excludes from 
his thinking any great catastrophic occurrences such as 
the Deluge of Noah. The evidences of the latter event 
are many and convincing. The Flood explains many 
otherwise mysterious things in the world, but to recog' 
nize it, would be to attest to the truth of the Biblical 
history, and that is taboo. 

If Uniformity be a fact, and if something different 
from anything we know of at the present time, did 
not happen in the past, why should evidences of evolu- 
tionary change be so scarce? The rocky strata are 
full of witnesses to a gigantic upheaval and to the sud¬ 
den death of countless millions of plants and animals, 
now entombed in the hidden interior of the earth. 
What, if not some such event as the Noachian Deluge, 
could have caused these geologic graveyards? 

If evolution be the universal Law of Nature, why 
has no life form shown us any evolutionary change? 
The star-fish and crustacean, the sponge and the trilo- 
bite, alleged to be millions of years of age, are with us 
today, and remain identical with their fossil ancestors 
discovered in great numbers in (he rocky strata. The 
fish of the Devonian era, the plants and trees of the 
Carboniferous, the Foraminfera of the Cretaceous, 
have changed not a particle. The evolutionist says 
they early became “fixed.” But an organism whidi 
must have had great powers of change to reach the 
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complex structure possessed by many of these forms, 
must surely have been controlled by some strange and 
stubborn caprice to determine suddenly to cease its 
evolution as all these must have done. The explana¬ 
tion needs to be explained! 

If this is the solution of the problem, then every 
single species, without exception, must have taken the 
same notion for they all refuse to provide the least bit 
of comfort to the advocates of universal and contin¬ 
uous transformation. 

DARWINISM AND MODERN EVOLUTION 

The advocates of Transformism are fond of charg¬ 
ing their opponents with ignorance of the evolution 
issue. The statement is made that we usually confuse 
Darwinism with the modern concept of evolution, and 
the suggestion is made that while the great mass of 
evidence accumulated since Darwin’s time, has proved 
Darwin’s views as to the process of evolution, to be in 
error, yet, the general idea of evolution is more fixed 
than ever. 

J. Arthur Thomson writes in “Outline of Science:” 
“If Darwinism means the general idea of evolution 
or transformation—that higher forms are descended 
from lower—then it stands more firmly than ever.” 
But he modifies this rather ambiguous endorsation of 
Darwinism when he says: 

“But while the main ideas remain 
valid, there has been development all 
along the line. Darwinism has evolved 
as every sound theory should.” 

Then he proceeds to condemn the main support 
of Darwin’s doctrine by affirming in unequivocal lan¬ 
guage that the “Transmission of Acquired Character¬ 
istics” is impossible. If acquired changes can not be 
handed down to descendants, then there can be no 
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evolution, just as Herbert Spencer declared. But this 
is the way that Thomson utterly demolishes belief in 
Darwin’s concept. We shall see that there is nothing 
left of it when he finishes, and surely since Darwin's 
time nothing has been discovered to substitute for it. 

"There is at present among soolo- 
‘ is wide-spread agreement with Sir 



i\ay Lankester’s pronouncement that 
one of the notable advances since Dar¬ 
win’s day has been getting rid of the 
Lamarckian theory of the transmission 
of individually acquired characters or 
imprinted bodily modifications . . . the 
facts are not at present in favor of the 
Lamarckian view. . . . 


"Another change since Darwin’s day 


is the Mendelian idea of unit-characters, 
which behave like entities in inheritance. 

They are handed on with a strong 
measure of intactness to a certain pro¬ 
portion of offspring. Their “factors” 
in the germ-cells are either there or not 
there.” 

But it would not do to leave the reader with these 
criticisms which are deadly in their effect on Darwin’s 
theory, so we read: 

“When we use the term Darwinism 
to mean, not his very words, but the 
living doctrine legitimately developed 
from the central ideas of variation, 
selection and heredity, we may say that 
Darwinism stands today more firmly 
than ever. IT HAS CHANGED AND 
IS CHANGING, BUT NOT CRUM¬ 
BLING AWAY. IT IS EVOLVING 
PROGRESSIVELY.” 


The fact is that all the factors or processes by which 
evolution could possibly be made to work, have been 
proven absolutely false. These factors were unlimited 
variation in all directions, a Struggle for Existence, and 
Selection by Nature of advantageous changes or modi' 
fications, which were transmitted from generation to 
generation, leading to the Survival of the Fittest. No 
modem scientist will give his sanction to these proposi¬ 
tions, but, strange to say, the evolutionist has nothing 
else to offer. He alters the phraseology when he at¬ 
tempts to explain how evolution operates, but when 
we analyze his argument, we find that Darwinism is 
all that he has. As we continue our investigation into 
the subject this will become clear. 

There are but two ways by which changes can 
come, either by the very slow one which Darwin ad¬ 
vocated, this requiring an unlimited number of millions 
of years; or by the Mutation route, whereby in a single 
generation new species are developed. 

If Mendel’s Law be true, and it is now accepted 
by practically all scientists including the evolutionary 
ones, it is difficult to see how there can be any new 
species or any such thing as evolution. Mendel proved 
that there are no new characters, and that the first 
pair of plants and animals of each type, possessed all 
the characters which may have appeared subsequently. 
What seem to be new qualities have existed all along 
but have been hidden or recessive, waiting for the 
favorable opportunity to arrive so that they might 
manifest themselves. 

The proven inability of all plants and animals to 
transmit any changes to their children, and Mendel’s 
Law of Heredity, have definitely overthrown the 
evolutionary hypothesis. At the present time, the 
theory is traveling on its old reputation, a reputation 
which is beginning to reveal itself as quite unworthy 


to be assocated with science, in spite of frantic attempts 
by the Neo-Darwinians to preserve for it some measure 
of scientific respectability. 

A brief review of the current aguments for the 
theory and the presentation of a few of the many facts 
which militate against it mightily, will certainly show 
the strength of Creation. It is one of the strangest 
psychological phenomena of the age that an idea with 
so scant evidence to support it, should be able to sum¬ 
mon to its banners, so many so-called scientists, men 
who, presumably, are acquainted with the facts of 
Nature, facts which effectively disprove evolution. It 
would seem that only the religious bias behind this 
modern propaganda keeps up the dogmatic pronounce¬ 
ment constantly made by a certain “modern” school 
of authorities. 

THE ALLEGED EVIDENCE FOR EVOLUTION 
The arguments usually presented in behalf of the 
theory are Comparative Anatomy and Vestigial Organs, 
Embryology and the Recapitulation Theory, and the 
evidence from Fossils or the study of Palaeontology or 
Geology. Mendel’s Law is brought in by some but so 
little comfort is derived from this law of heredity that 
it is rather neglected by the ardent Transformist. Let 
us look at these arguments in order. 

The Comparative Anatomy evidence consists in com¬ 
paring the skeletons, organs and tissues of animal with 
those of man, drawing attention to the marked resem¬ 
blances, overlooking the more marked differences, and 
arranging the various types of life in an ascending order 
from the simple to the complex, and drawing the un¬ 
warranted conclusion that similarity in function and 
structure proves blood relationship. Of course, the 
only thing it proves is that the Creator used one basic 
architectural plan in His creative work, as would seem 
to be the most natural thing in the world to do. 
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There is no reason why there should not be certain 
resemblances in structure. Animals and man have 
similar functions to perform, such as movement, respira- 
tion, digestion and assimilation of food, excretion, etc. 
These operations demand structures and organs, of simi¬ 
lar if not identical, construction. The Divine Architect 
has one best method, and the designs He carries out 
with different species of life are beautifully adapted to 
the modes of life of His creatures. 

The ascending series laid out by the evolutionist 
and supposed to prove genetic relationship between the 
individuals, is of no value as proof for the theory. The 
arrangement is purely artificial and arbitrary, formed 
with the evolution idea in view. The arrangement is 
for the purpose of proving the hypothesis, and for all 
we know to the contrary, all the life-forms may have 
lived contemporaneously and may not have been 
separated by those millions of years so freely dealt in by 
the scientist. 

The great majority of competent authorities admit 
that the order suggested by this man-made series, may 
quite easily be false and not according to the facts. 
The theory depends on this idea of succession, but 
certainly it is not legitimate to force the organisms into 
this assumed line of succession, especially when the 
available evidence indicates that they lived on earth 
together in past ages. 

Darwin took a series of forelimbs among back¬ 
boned animals, “the arm of a frog, the paddle of a 
turtle, the wing of a bird, the foreleg of a horse, the 
flapper of a whale, the wing of a bat, and the arm of 
man,” and thought that these parts of the body, show¬ 
ing detailed homology, could be explained in no other 
way than by blood relationship. His words were: 
“How inexplicable ... on the doctrine of indepen¬ 
dent acts of Creation. How simply explained on the 
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principle of the Natural Selection of successive slight 
variations in the diverging descendants from a single 
progenitor.” 

The simplicity of the explanation on the basis of 
evolution is not very apparent to the careful observer, 
and it cannot be denied that Creation is quite as simple 
an explanation of the similarities as evolution. Of 
course, Darwin and his followers cannot see anything 
but the one idea, and so great is their anxiety to dis¬ 
credit Creation that they shut their eyes to the infinite 
number of difficulties in their path when they attempt 
to solve, by their theory, the problems which the teem¬ 
ing life of the world constantly present to us. 

As a matter of fact, it is very easy to account for 
everything if we believe in an Omnipotent, Omniscient, 
Designing Creator. And, also, without a Creator, we 
are beset with so many unsolvable problems, and 
baffled by an infinite array of contradictions, that it 
is hard to understand how even the materialist persists 
in shutting his eyes to the great mass of proof of 
Creation, an act in the distant past differing from any¬ 
thing that has happened since, and demanding more 
than blind chance for the power behind it. 

Along with this Anatomy argument the evolution¬ 
ists have brought forward another line of supposed 
evidence in what are called “vestigial organs.” These 
are structures found in the human body, for which they 
can find no use. Because the function of these organs 
is not understood, the conclusion is drawn that they 
are “left-overs" or vestiges of a previous animal ances- 
tory, in which stage they were necessary. 

The animal-ancestry advocates have been compelled 
many times to retract their statements concerning these 
tissues; so often, in fact, that they ought to be 
thoroughly ashamed of their dogmatic assertions, made 
with the most extreme confidence that they had in 
these, very strong proof of their theory. The repeated 
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failures and retractions ought to have taught them a 
lesson, but they persist in offering this argument, al¬ 
though the number of “vestigial organs" is rapidly being 
reduced, as our knowledge increases. 

It is always a source of amusement to recall the em¬ 
barrassment of the evolutionists, as they confess, very 
unwillingly, that they have often been wrong. Many 
things on which they have insisted in the past, and for 
rejecting which, we have been dubbed “ignoramuses” 
have been shown to be in absolute accord with the 
contention of the believers in Creation. This is true 

Every writer and speaker from the transformist 
standpoint, quotes Weidersheim, who once stated that 
he knew of 180 of these vestigial organs. Now, 180 
is a considerable number, and sounds quite imposing 
as it is tripped easily from the tongue or falls readily 
from the scientific pen of the evoultionary writers. 

When we ask for the names, there is more than a 
little confusion and hesitancy. By dint of hard search¬ 
ing, we are given perhaps 10 or 12, but never more. 
We are referred to the above mentioned Weidersheim 
for the balance. He said it was 180 and therefore that 
number it must be! 

The strongest organs that can be mentioned, appar¬ 
ently, since every book has them, are the vermiform 
appendix, the plica semilunaris, the little piece of red¬ 
dish tissue in the inside corner of the eye, said to be 
the remnant of the third eyelid, still found in birds 
and some reptiles, the vestigal hind limbs in the python 
and other related snakes, the direction of the hair on the 
human body, the Darwinian point to the ear, a little 
conical projection from the inwardly turned margin of 
the ear, alleged to be a relic of the pointed ear found in 
lower animals, thin bands of muscle, formerly of value 
in moving the shell of the ear, so-called gill-slits in the 
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human embryo, and said to be a vestige of our fish 
ancestry, the tail of the human skeleton, represented 
by the four or five bones at the lower terminus of the 
spine, the lanugo, or “clothing of long dark hair which 
covers the entire body except the palms and soles up 
to the sixth month of pre-natal life, and usually dis¬ 
appears before birth, the “awful gasp of a baby” during 
the first two or three weeks of life, proving (?) the 
baby’s resemblance to his monkey-like ancestor, dreams 
of falling, showing (?) that when we were animals 
living in the tree tops, we were accustomed to fre¬ 
quent but not fatal falls! 

The author from which these items are quoted, says 
in closing the chapter on “Vestigial organs:” “These 
examples out of many—WEIDERSHEIM SAYS 180 
—are sufficient to show that the human body can not 
be considered as a perfect final work of creation but 
rather the ultimate product of aeons of evolutionary 
change, resulting in a very imperfect being from the 
physical point of view—a veritable museum of anti¬ 
quities.” 

Think of a man in his right mind, putting forward 
a dream of falling, and a supposed strong hand-grip in 
two weeks old babies, as the strongest evidence he can 
find, and as “sufficient to show” that man is, without 
any doubt, a descendant of an ape-like “common” but 
absolutely unknown ancestor! 

It is made very clear to any thinking individual that 
this theory is in most desperate straits when it must 
resort to evidence (?) of this nature to support it. The 
argument is so absurd and ridiculous that one feels a 
sense of shame even to notice it, but some people seem 
to swallow it, so we are forced to waste space by re¬ 
vealing its fallacies. 

There are no such things as “gill-slits’ in the human 
embryo. Any embryologist knows that, and is aware 
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that what the ignorant evolutionist advocate calls ''gill- 
slits” have nothing to do with respiration as in the fish, 
but are ’’pharyngeal clefts” which are very necessary 
structures and develop into tissues essential to the well¬ 
being of the human individual. They are not by any 
means useless, and the professor who writes the above 
nonsense cannot surely be as deficient in knowledge as 
he appears. Evidently, he calculates that the reader 
will not know any better, and will accept the statements 
at their face value. It is an outrage on intellectual 
honesty to continue printing these false statements 
which have long ago been disproved. This writer 
mentions in addition to the above, the pineal gland, 
which, he says, is the remnant of the thud eye. Re¬ 
cently Sir Arthur Keith admitted that the pineal gland 
must be rejected as a vestigial organ, since we now 
know it is essential to normal growth of the bony tissue 
of the body. 

There is this to be said on this phase of the ques¬ 
tion, that none is wise enough to affirm that there exists 
any organ in the human body which has no use. We 
may not yet have discovered their functions, but we 
have no right to use our ignorance as an argument for 
evolution. 

Another of these arguments from Morphology or 
anatomical-physiological resemblances, is that derived 
from certain blood tests. It is claimed by those who 
ought to know better, that by experimenting with the 
watery part of the blood, the solids and cellular con¬ 
tents having been removed by the process of clotting, 
they can assign the degree of relationship between ani¬ 
mals and man. 

This writer has recently published a complete re¬ 
futation of this argument in a brochure, “Evolution and 
the Blood-Precipitation Test.” The fact that BLOOD 
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is not used in the tests, but only serum, along with 
other grave errors, these errors recognized by the man. 
Dr. Nuttall, who made in 1904 the 16,000 experiments 
which serve as the basis of all evolutoinary writers, 
completely invalidate the test. Nuttall devotes 15 
pages in his book to “Sources of Error,” and his pub¬ 
lished results are so absurd and contradictory that it 
seems incredible that they can be used as proof of 
evolution. 

It provides additional proof of the fact that evolu¬ 
tion is on its last legs and is feverishly resurrecting any 
and every bit of weird and grotesque alleged evidence 
(?) which may serve to revive the falling spirits of 
Darwinians, and assist to stem the tide of opposition to 
the theory. Dr. Nuttall conducted these experiments 
21 years ago, but in the last year they have been 
stressed as a new line of proof. 

EMBRYOLOGY 

The second line of evidence offered by the evolution¬ 
ist is that of embryology, or development before birth. 
This science is divided into two branches,—Ontogeny, 
the development of the individual,—and Phylogeny, 
the development of the race. 

Until a comparatively recent date, the Recapitula¬ 
tion Theory, which Haeckel regarded as the funda¬ 
mental biological law, was in great favor, but now, in 
scientific circles, it is not only seriously questioned, but 
by many completely rejected. This theory taught that 
the human embryo in its pre-natal development, passed 
through, or recapitulated the various stages of racial 
history. These stages were supposed to occur only 
during the first few weeks of growth of the embryo. 
That is, what had required many millions of years 
in the race, was repeated during a few brief days. 

Against this supposition, there are so many strong 
objections that it has ceased to have much weight. 
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Prof. E. B. Wilson, an eminent authority, writes as 
follows: 

“It must be evident to any candid 
observer, not only that the embryologi- 
cal method is open to criticism, but that 
the whole fabric of morphology so far 
as it rests upon embryological evidence, 
stands in urgent need of reconstruction. 

. . . It is largely to an overweening con- 
fidence in the validity of the embryologi- 
cal evidence that we owe the vast 
number of the elaborate hypothetical 
phytogenies which confront the modern 
student in such bewildering confusion. 

The inquiries of such a student regard¬ 
ing the origin of any of the great princi¬ 
pal types of animals, involve him in a 
labyrinth of speculation and hypothesis 
in which he seeks in vain for conclusions 
of even an approximate certainty.” 

And yet, as Prof. T. H. Morgan says: “Today this 
theory is taught in practically all text-books of biology." 
Why this should be in the face of the many definitely 
adverse opinions, is hard to understand. It shows very 
clearly the disinclination to believe anything which 
will, in any way, weaken faith in the theory of 
evolution. 

A few of these authorative judgments prove the 
weakness of the embryological argument. Prof. A. 
Sedwick, of Cambridge University, writes in “Darwin 
and Modern Science," p. 174: 

“If it could be shown that ancient 
and extinct forms of life present features 
of structure now only found in embryos, 
we should have a body of facts of the 
greatest importance. But, as Huxley 
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has shown and as the whole course of 
palaeontological and embryological in¬ 
vestigation has demonstrated, no such 
statement can be made. ... So that 
the facts as we know them, lend no 
support to the theory.” 

The Encyclopedia Brittanica article on Embryology, 
gives the quietus to the argument in these words: 

“When we look at the facts upon 
which it is based, we find they are non¬ 
existent, for the ancestors of all living 
animals are dead, and we have no means 
of knowing what they were like. It 
is true there are fossil remains of animals 
which have lived, but these are so im¬ 
perfect as to be practically useless for 
the present requirements. . . . The 
ordinary explanation is purely a deduc¬ 
tion from the evolution theory.” 

And even Prof. Vernon Kellogg, of Leland Stan¬ 
ford University is compelled to write in “Darwinism 
Today:” 

“The proof that man is descended 
from a fish because he has gill-slits at 
one period in his individual development 
is not of the sort to rely on too confi¬ 
dently. . . .The recapitulation theory is 
mostly wrong.” 

It is true that, in the early stages of all animals and 
man, there is a strong superficial resemblance, which 
resemblance is considered proof of identity. But, it 
must always be remembered that however much alike 
these forms may be, the outcome reveals the fact that 
there must have been, from the very first, great differ¬ 
ences between each form, which would have been re- 


cognized by us, if our methods of examination had 
advanced far enough for us to see more deeply or more 
distinctly into the heart of the embryo. Each life- 
form has its own distinct individuality and always de¬ 
velops into its fore-ordained type. 

The transformist tells us that there is no other 
explanation than evolution for the embryonic resem¬ 
blances of these various animals. But there is another 
solution of the problem. The Creational Doctrine of¬ 
fers a much more satisfactory explanation. Certain 
orders of beings were created homologous in their struc¬ 
ture, that is, they were given organs intended to per¬ 
form the same function, but certain modifications were 
necessary in each because of the differences in type. 
Seeing that the original reproductive cell, about one 
one-hundred and twenty-fifth of an inch in diameter, 
is, to all appearances alike, they each, in their embryonic 
growth, must, of necessity, pass through many changes, 
and during the early weeks, the basic architectural plan 
adopted by the Creator, demands a marked similarity, 
until the cells begin to diverge as their own special 
peculiarities begin to manifest themselves. These 
peculiarities, it must again be emphasized, existed from 
the very first, but were invisible to us because of our 
defective means of examination. 

The human being never becomes anything but a 
human being, the pig cell never develops into anything 
else, nor does any other animal. Each life-form de¬ 
velops and reproduces “after its kind,” according to the 
law laid down by the Creator in the beginning. As 
far as we know, this law has never once been broken 
and cannot be changed, much as man has tried to 
change it, and much as he desires to prove it capable 
of alteration. If it cannot be broken, evolution is with¬ 
out that very essential bit of proof, without which it 
requires to give it any scientific standing. Seeing 
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that this Genesis Law of Heredity has successfully 
resisted all attempts to break it, the Creationist has the 
strongest possible reason for refusing adherence to any 
hypothetical substitute which can produce nothing in 
nature to support its claims. 

The conclusion then, of this embryological discus¬ 
sion, is that the superficial resemblances between all 
species of animal life are necessary from the nature 
of the developmental process, and if these likenesses did 
not exist we should be confronted with an insoluble 
problem. But, to claim identity and a close blood 
relationship because of resemblances and ignore vast 
differences, is quite unwarranted and illogical. 

PALEONTOLOGY 

The final and what has been known as the most 
effective argument for evolution is that derived from 
the study of the fossil remains in the rocks,—palaeon¬ 
tology. The science of Geology, until the last year or 
two, has been taught to be the one science which was 
settled. To question the ages of geology, or to doubt 
the evidence for an age-long evolutionary process, was 
to exhibit crass ignorance or a wilful determination to 
ignore very obvious and irrefutable facts, because of an 
old-fashioned belief in the scientific accuracy of Scrip¬ 
ture, which, so we were told, was full of mistakes in 
its simple account of Creation. 

The Fundamentalist even now, is often accused of 
believing in a flat earth, and of not knowing that the 
sun does not revolve around the earth. Most evolu¬ 
tionary writers charge the various human writers of the 
Books of Scripture, with exhibiting a very pronounced 
lack of scientific knowledge, a lack explained by the 
fact that they were governed by the current ideas pre¬ 
valent when they lived, in the early days of the world’s 
history. They choose to overlook the many astronom¬ 
ical and biological references in the Bible which indicate 


that the scribes got scientific information from some 
Source, greatly in advance of their time, and quite in 
accord with the discoveries of modem investigation. 

It is true that without the baseless assumptions of 
geology there would be no theory of evolution. If 
geology can not prove by the rocky strata that there 
has been an orderly, gradual progression in the develop- 
ment of life-forms which lie buried in the depths of 
the earth, there is no clue to anything like a change 
in species from the simple extinct forms of a period 
aeons in the past. 

If we are unable to prove a single fossil form to be 
intrinsically older than another form, then the series 
of plant and animal life so carefully arranged, is proved 
to be nothing more than an arbitrary one without any 
time value. 

Geology simply must furnish us with irrefutable 
evidence of this succession of life, or evolution is a 
mythical idea. As Prce well said, the geological suc¬ 
cession of life is merely the framework or skeleton of 
the evolution theory. A careful examination seems to 
reveal not a shred of any such evidence as the theory 
demands. 

A. G. Werner (1749-1817) found the rocks occur- 
ing in a certain order in a few places in Germany, and 
immediately jumped to the unwarranted conclusion that 
this order was universal; in other words that they 
circled the earth like so many onion coats, granites, 
limestones, sandstones, etc., being found in the same 
definite chronological order everywhere. 

This idea was soon found to be false, but gave way 
to one equally incorrect. The next was that enunciated 
by William Smith (1769-1839), and Georges Cuvier, 
(1769-1832), who taught that instead of these mineral 
onion coats, there was a definite order in the fossil coats. 
They contended that as one came from the deepest 
parts of die earth to the surface, the fossil remains of 




plants and animals showed a distinct and characteris- 
tically definite advance from the very simplest forms by 
gradual steps up to the more advanced forms. 

This idea was immediately welcomed and has 
governed all geological thinking from that time until 
the present. 

One man in the present generation has produced an 
entirely different explanation from that accepted by all 
evolutionists. And, without doubt, this new doctrine 
seems to solve many hitherto inexplicable problems. 
The man who has done this is George McCready Price, 
a working geologist, who for twenty-five years has been 
preparing himelf for this epochal work. His book 
“The New Geology” is a monumental work, containing 
a remarkable mass of irrefutable facts placed before the 
reader in most attractive style. His logical method of 
reasoning is beyond criticism, and apparently because 
his arguments are so strong and so unanswerable, and 
so destructive to the old evolutionary conceptions, 
the “modem” geologists who have for so many years 
dominated the thinking and conclusions of thousands 
of uninformed individuals, are determined that this 
man, Price, shall not be allowed to propogate his doc¬ 
trine of Creation, if by any and all possible means he 
'can be prevented. 

They call him names, and deny him any right to the 
name “geologist.” By personal abuse in some cases, 
and by a supercilious ignoring of their opponent in 
others, they hope that the common people may not 
have their eyes opened to the fact that they have been 
grossly deceived for many years. 

Price bases his argument on a definite Creation, a 
“fiat” Creation of all living organisms in six literal days, 
and especially does he stress the idea that the present 
geological systems are due to the vast upheaval which 
occurred at the time of the Deluge of Noah, which 


was universal. This tremendous catastrophe accounts 
for all the sedimentary strata which we find all over 
the earth, and is claimed to be the cause of practically 
all the great mountain ranges in the world. 

Let us look at the evidence which evolution derives 
from the study of the rocks and see if the claims made 
for it are substantiated by the facts which are now 
available in great abundance. It is not necessary to be 
a geologist or even a scientist in order to come to a 
correct understanding of the meaning of the data which 
modem investigation has uncovered. A candid and 
thorough examination will convince every unbiased 
person that geology, instead of offemg the strongest 
proof of evolution, not only fails to support this theory, 
but absolutely refutes it. 

One author writes: “Every theory of evolution 
must be tested by the results of palaeontology; no con¬ 
clusion can be accepted which is inconsistent with 
them." If this be true and the evolutionists are willing 
to abide by this test, the case for Creation will have 
an easy victory. 

Geology says that life has been on earth for many 
millions of years. Henry Fairfield Osbom thinks that 
the earliest forms of life were microscopic or ultra- 
microscopic bacteria, which are thought to be of 
simpler structure than true cells. 

The well-known genealogical tree begins with this 
first form but most of the specimens of early life are 
lacking, and we are asked to accept their existence as 
an act of faith, because the fossil remains in the rocks 
reveal nothing whatever about them. 

It is somewhat disconcerting to find that the first 
forms brought to light by the geologist are not by any 
means the simple types which we have a right to expect. 
Chamberlin and Salisbury have this to say regarding the 
oldest known fossils: 


"It is significant that the oldest de¬ 
finite fossils yet found are forms well up 
in the animal kingdom, and that they 
occur (in Montana) 9,000 feet below 
the unconformity between the Protero¬ 
zoic and the Cambrian.The 

best preserved forms are the Euripterus- 
like crustaceans.” 

And Le Conte, writing on the same subject says: 

“At the end of the Archean times, 

—when the Archean volume closed— 
we find only lowest protozoon life. But 
with the opening of the next era, appar¬ 
ently with the first pages of the next 
volume, we find already the great types 
of structure except the vertebrata. And 
these are not the lowest of each, as 
might have been expected, but already, 
trilobites among the Articulata, and cep- 
halopods among mollusks — animals 
which can hardly be regarded as lower 
than the middle of the animal scale.” 

This is a very interesting admission. The Primordial 
period, in which these trilobites and cephalopods ap¬ 
pears almosts the lowest strata to contain any fossils. 
But here, we are told, are found animals which are 
more than half way between the long road from bac¬ 
teria to man. How can this be explained? The lower 
half,—all of it—of the tree is entirely absent. Where 
are all those innumerable forms just below the trilobites 
and cephalopods, animals with a hard shell sufficient 
to leave their marks on the plastic material not yet 
formed into rock? It cannot be that the investigations 
have not gone far enough. Some at least, of the alleged 
“sub-trilobites” with shells just forming should have 



been found, but the palaeontologist reluctantly admits 
that not a single one has been discovered. 

And another very inexplicable problem arises. How 
is it that there has been no progress nor change among 
these animals without a backbone since their earliest 
appearance? The evolutionist attempts to avoid the di¬ 
lemma by saying that they early became“fixed and spec¬ 
ialized.” But how can this be explained, when during 
the first half of the geological record, these forms ex¬ 
hibited the greatest flexibility and capacity for change 
and evolutionary development, if we are to believe the 
current tale? 

For supposed millions of years when we know noth¬ 
ing whatever about them, we are asked to believe that 
they manifested a very marvelous ability to evolve, but 
immediately they are discovered, they cease doing busi¬ 
ness, discard their wonderful powers of evolution and 
remain quite satisfied with their state. This does not 
seem to be a satisfactory answer to the question. But 
there is more perplexity. 

Sir William Dawson declared that he had examined 
more than 200 species of post-pliocene mollusks (mil¬ 
lions of years old), and that they are identical with liv¬ 
ing species, even down to the small varieties. And he 
goes on to say: 

“Pictet catalogues 98 species of 
mammals which inhabit Europe in the 
Post-glacial period. Of these, 57 still 
exist unchanged, and the remainder have 
disappeared. Not one of them can be 
shown to have been modified into a new 
form though some of them have been 
obligated by changes of temperature and 
other conditions, to remove into distant 
and now widely separated regions. Fur¬ 
ther, it would seem that all the existing 
European mammals extended back into 
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geological time at least as far as man, so 
that since the Post-glacial period no new 
species have been introduced in any 
way.” 

The evidence is of the same anti-evolutionary 
character in the case of plants. Gray, as quoted by 
Fairhurst in “Theistic Evolution,” writes of the oak: 

“The present species, and even some 
of their varieties, date back to about the 
dose of the Tertiary epoch, since which 
time they have been subject to great and 
frequent changes of habitation, but 
without appredable change of specific 
form or character; that is, without pro¬ 
founder changes than those within 
which a spedes of the present time is 
known to vary.” 

The evolutionist, of course, is compelled to argue 
that almost all of the immense number of fossils com¬ 
posed of durable materials, like caldum carbonate and 
phosphate, are irretrievably and hopelessly lost. Now, 
these shells compose the greatest part of all existing 
limestone in existence, and the connecting forms of 
these countless millions, between the known forms 
of corals and other life-forms with calcareous cover¬ 
ings, are not found. This is more than strange 
because certainly the conditions for preserving the con¬ 
necting forms, if there ever were any such things, were 
quite as favorable as for the forms which have been 
discovered. The only reason offered in explanation of 
this is the fragmentary record of this form of fossil. 

That this is NOT the cause of the absence of fos¬ 
sils is easily proved. For instance, Le Conte writes on 
this phase of the question: 

“We think the fragmentariness of 
the geological record has been over- 
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stated. While it is true that there are 
many and wide gaps in the record; while 
it is true also that where the record is 
continuous, many forms may not have 
been preserved, yet there are some cases, 
especially in the Tertiary fresh-water 
deposits, where the record is not only 
continuous for hundreds of feet in thick- 
ness, but the abundance of life was very 
great, and the conditions for preserva¬ 
tion exceptionally good. In such cases 
the number of fossil species found in 
each horizon seems to be as great as in 
existing faunas over equal space. The 
record in these cases seems to be contin¬ 
uous and without a break, and crowded 
with fossil forms; and yet, although the 
species change greatly, and perhaps 
many times in passing from the lower 
to the highest strata, we do not usually 
it must be acknowledged, find the nat¬ 
ural transitions we would naturally ex¬ 
pect, if the change were effected by 
gradual transitions. The incompleteness 
of the record, therefore, although a true 
and an important cause, is not the whole 
cause. . . . The absence of connecting 
forms is the greatest of all objections 
(to the theory of evolution). . . . The 
change is apparently by SUBSTITU¬ 
TION of one species for another, and 
not by TRANSMUTATION of one 
species into another. So also in suc¬ 
cessive geological faunas the change 
seems rather by substitution than by 
transmutaton.” 
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It is necessary to quote the opinions of these evolu¬ 
tionists along this line because this argument is offered 
as the strongest that the theory has. These comments 
could be multiplied indefinitely. A few more will 
suffice. 

Darwin saw how powerful was this remarkable 
absence of intermediate forms, when he wrote: 

“I do not pretend that I should ever 
have suspected how poor was the record 
in the best preserved geological sections, 
had not the absence of innumerable 
transitional links between the species 
which lived at the commencement and 
dose of each formation, pressed so 
hardly on my theory.” 

But Darwin, like the rest of his followers was quite 
ready to assume that these necessary connecting links, 
although very, veiy much absent, would, if they were 
found, be wholly in favor of his theory. But, with the 
first half of the mythical genealogical tree wholly gone, 
and most of the second half unknown, what sort of 
credulous mentality is required to believe in this 
palaeontological evidence (?) for evolution? 

When the evolutionist appeals to geology for sup¬ 
port, it is, of course, with the idea that die geological re¬ 
cord will show us this gradual transformation of species, 
and that the modem forms of the same type are widely 
separated from the fossil discoveries. The first act of 
faith is to assume the existence of the hypothetical 
“common ancestor”; then he assumes the existence of 
all the lower forms from the first bit of primordial 
protoplasm, up to the above-mentioned earliest fossil 
forms, the “Euripterus-like Crustaceans” of the Prim¬ 
ordial; and finally, he supposes that all the intermediate 
forms between the few distinct types of the upper half 
of his tree, lived sometime, somewhere, hidden most 


securely away from the watchful eye of the geolgist. 
It remains a mystery how anyone can continue to ac¬ 
cept a theory so void of all fact. 

A few bits of evidence are enthusiastically brought 
to our attention as proof of the accuracy of this tree. 
The horse is claimed as the most complete in this re¬ 
spect, also, between the worm representative of the 
backboneless types of life, and the fish, representing 
the earliest backboned forms, the lone alleged links are 
the balanoglossus and the amphioxus. 

Balanoglossus is supposed to be the oldest and 
nearer the worm stage, while the Amphioxus is a dis¬ 
tinct advance having what is known as a notochord, a 
structure lying in the position of the backbone of the 
vertebrates, but consisting of soft tissue and not bone. 
Balanoglossus has what are apparently gill-slits and 
resembles the fish in this respect. 

But there is one unanswerable objection to this 
view of the transformist, and it is this. These animals 
are with us today and show absolutely no change for 
a period, which, according to the reckoning of geology, 
extends all through geological time, or from 50,000,000 
to 100,000,000 years. They have survived all the 
varying circumstances of changing environment and 
other conditions to which every organism is subject, and 
remain identically the same as they have always been. 
It is inconceivable to argue that these animals which 
showed such great powers and inclination for change 
during millions of years while they were coming to their 
present stage, suddenly ceased their activities when one 
of their number passed all others of his family and went 
up another rung of the ladder on the road to the back¬ 
boned type. They have absolutely refused to make 
even the smallest change for these long ages, and in 
view of this obvious fact, we decline to believe the un- 
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supported affirmation of the advocates of a bestial 
ancestry. 

The evolutionist claims that the horse, the camel, 
and the elephant provide him with almost complete 
evidence of evolution in that with these animals, he has 
a complete series of graduated forms found as fossils. 
The classical example, of course, is that of the horse. 
Here we have, so we are informed, the most complete 
fossil genealogy. When examined, however, it appears 
to a candid observes, to be absurdly incomplete. 

The American Museum of Natural History of New 
York City, and other recognized evolutionary author' 
ities, publish diagrams purporting to show the “Evolu¬ 
tion of the Horse.” These diagrams begin at the bot¬ 
tom in “The Age of Reptiles,” with the so-called 
Triassic,’ ‘Jurassic,’ and ‘Cretaceous’ strata. These 
rock systems are below the Eocene, the lowest strata in 
the Tertiary Age of Mammals, and, according to Dana’s 
reckoning, at least twelve millions of years ago. In 
this far-off Reptilian age, are supposed to have existed 
the hypothetical ancestors of the modem ‘equus’ or 
horse, with five toes on each foot, and teeth like those 
of monkeys and similar mammals. No traces of this 
mythical five-toed ancestor of the horse have been dis¬ 
covered, but we must believe that they actually lived 
because evolution decrees it so. 

But, in the Eocene or Mammalian Age, we find the 
first fossil horse, named ‘Eohippus.’ He is said to have 
lived about ten milli ons of years back, with four toes in 
front and three behind. This tiny ‘horse’ was about 
the size of a small fox, and was followed at proper 
time intervals, by ‘Protorohippus,’ ‘Mesohippus,’ ‘Pro- 
tohippus,’ and the modem ‘Equus.’ A few other 
“hippuses” are tossed in here and there by some author¬ 
ities, but these five will illustrate the method of 
“proof.” Mesohippus had three toes in front and three 
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toes behind, and was, of course, somewhat larger than 
his predecessor. Protohippus is seen with two side toes 
raised from the ground, and is supposed to have walked 
on one toe. Equus, the modern horse, is of modem 
size and walks on his middle toe-nail. The early teeth 
were short-crowned without cement, the later ones, 
long-crowned and cement covered. 

These “horses” represented as found in ascending 
rock formations, Oligocene, Micocene, Pliocene, and 
Pleistocene or recent, are offered to us as strong evi¬ 
dence of gradual evolutionary changes during these al¬ 
most countless ages of time. In examining such a dia¬ 
gram as is presented to us, the formations in which the 
fossil remains were found, are represented as superim¬ 
posed on one another. But, as George McCready Price 
points out, this is a purely arbitrary arrangement, and is 
made up from widely scattered formations, with abso¬ 
lutely nothing to forbid the idea that these alleged 
“horses" all lived contemporaneously. 

The modem horse is found fossil along with the 
others, and as far as we can tell, became extinct in 
America at the same time as all the other animals like 
the mammoth, rhinoceroos, camel, saber-tooth tiger, 
and the megatherium. 

It is very hard to see how these few fossil remains 
offer any proof of evolution. There is very little re¬ 
semblance indeed between Eohippus and the horse as 
we know it. It would be just as reasonable to take 
the little sea-horse found in New York harbor as the 
first ancestor of the modem noble animal. This in¬ 
habitant of the water really looks more like the horse 
than any of his supposed early relatives. 

If these questionable specimens be actually diminu¬ 
tive horses, then evolution has reversed itself, and has 
ceased to follow the Uniformitarian principle which 
underlies the entire doctrine, according to the modem 



concept. It is laid down as a law that evolution always 
proceeds from the simple to the complex, always elimi¬ 
nating disadvantageous variations, but retaining and 
improving the slightest beneficial changes in individuals, 
changes which are handed on to succeeding generations. 
The whole system of evolution is based upon varia¬ 
tion, perpetuated by natural selection, as enunciated 
by Darwin. The modem evolutionist seeks to throw 
Darwin overboard but finds nothing with which to re¬ 
place his theories. This is an awkward predicament, 
because all Darwin’s ideas are practically repudiated by 
every up-to-date scientist today. 

For many long ages, we are to believe, Nature 
worked hard to evolve a five-toed animal from one 
which originally possessed but one. And this, of 
course, was done because five toes were a distinct and 
necessary improvement over the first immature condi¬ 
tion. After this age-long process was completed, 
Nature then proceeds to undo all the splendid work 
which had occupied her ingenuity for so many weary 
years. Where is the consistency in this kind of an 
argument? 

Thirty-five or forty specimens are said to be avail¬ 
able in these various stages between eohippus and 
equus. There must have been a countless number of 
intermediate specimens, one shading into the next 
above or below, yet they are almost entirely absent. 
And, who can tell us that all these fossils do not belong 
to animals which were living on the earth at one and 
the same time, not separated by the great periods which 
Geology seeks to prove? 

Huxley teaches us that all mammals are developed 
from the marsupials. In other words, the line of mar¬ 
supials leading to the monkey began with one toe on 
each foot and in the course of evolution towards a more 
perfect form, gradually and laboriously developed five 


fingers and five toes. But, the line leading to the horse, 
strange to relate, did exactly the opposite, and instead 
of proceeding from simple to complex, went from com- 
plex to simple, thus losing the precious digits which 
had taken so long to bring to perfection. 

We must refuse to be convinced by this horse argu¬ 
ment, because there is no evidence whatever that any 
such evolution ever occurred. The modem horse, when 
left to himself invariably decreases in site showing proof 
of the real Law of Nature which is degeneration, not 
evolution. 

Geology fails to give us that convincing evidence 
which we have the right to demand. There is not a 
single missing-link or intermediary form between any 
two distinct species of either plant or animal. Every 
type of life, when it comes on the scene, is perfect and 
distinct. Why is it that just those specimens which are 
supposed to have lived, and which constitute the neces¬ 
sary proof for the theory are always absent? Why can 
we not find one unquestionable link between two 
species? Are we to believe that through some strange 
freak of fate, all these innumerable “links” have hidden 
themselves away wholly beyond the reach of the eager 
eye of the geologists? Or shall we take the more 
sensible view and believe that they never have existed? 

Then too, it is surely an inexplicable thing, if evolu¬ 
tion has been in operation during the entire period of 
time and is doing its work today, that it should not 
have been able to change the lowly earth-worm, the 
star-fish and the jelly-fish, along with countless other 
forms, into other advanced forms. We should be able 
to see around us very many types of plant and animal 
life in the act of changing into something higher than 
themselves according to die “inviolable law of evolu¬ 
tion.” But, alas, nothing, absolutely nothing of this 
can we find. This is a fatal defect admitted even by the 
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evolutionary leaders themselves. Hear what Prof. T. H. 
Morgan, of Columbia University, has to say on this 
point in his book, “Evolution and Adaptation,” p. 43: 

“Within the period of human his¬ 
tory we do not know of a single instance 
of the transformation of one species into 
another one. It may be claimed that the 
theory of descent is lacking therefore, in 
the most essential feature that it needs, 
to place the theory on a scientific basis. 

This must be admitted.” 

What shall be the verdict on the geological argu- 
ment? Dr. J. W. Gregory, in “Geology Today,” 
writes: 

“The geological record of the earth 
begins, indeed, with well-developed 
representatives of all the chief groups 
of the animal kingdom with the excep¬ 
tion of the back-boned animals.” 

And Dr. H. A. Nicholson is equally emphatic in 
regard to the absence in the geological record of all 
evidence of any early immaturity of form in any species. 
In his “Manual of Geology,” p. 97, we read: 

‘These old organic types are as com¬ 
plex and as highly specialised in their 
structure as are the animals now in 
existence.” 

Thus it may be seen that the answer given by the 
evolutionist to our inquiry as to the reason for the 
fixity of these ancient types of life is far from being 
adequate. He says to us: “The reason why these forms 
have not changed is that they early became fixed and 
specialized.” But, on investigation we find that all 
forms, both old and modem have the same stubborn 
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tendency to specialization, even according to Prof. 
Nicholson. 

Herbert Spencer one of the great leaders in evolu¬ 
tion, wrote in “Illustrations of Universal Progress," p. 
376: 

“The facts of palaeontology can 
never suffice either to prove or disprove 
the development (evolutionary) hypo¬ 
thesis.” 

And Prof. A. C. Seward of Cambridge wrote in 
“Nature,” April 26, 1924: 

“A student who takes an impartial 
retrospect soon discovers that the fossil 
record raises more problems than it 
solves.” 

If these quotations and many others which might 
be given, are true, how, may we ask, does Geology 
substantiate the theory of Transformism? 

The re-discovery of Mendel’s Law of Heredity was 
a crushing blow to the arguments for evolution. This 
Law has revolutionized our thinking on Genetics, and is 
now universally accepted as proven. The findings of 
Mendelism prove that reproduction is carried on with 
mathematical precision in plants and animals. No 
really new characters are ever produced. What appear 
to be new are simply those which, for some reason, have 
hitherto been “recessive” or hidden, waiting only for a 
favorable opportunity to express themselves, or, in the 
language of genetics, to become dominant. 

From thousands of experiments in breeding plants 
and animals, it seems clear that all the countless varia¬ 
tions are simply oscillations around a centre. Certain 
characters appear and disappear with mathematical 
regularity, governed by definite and unchangeable laws 
of heredity, implanted in the first pair of life-forms in 


either the vegetable or animal kingdoms. If then, there 
are no new characters, but all are latent in the originals 
of each species how can there be any such thing as 
evolution or species change? 

Professor Edwin Grant Conklin makes an interest¬ 
ing observation when he writes: “At present it is prac¬ 
tically certain that there is no other kind of inheritance 
than ‘Mendelian.’ ” 

E. W. McBride, writing in “Science Progress,” 
Jan., 1922, said: 

“I well remember the enthusiasm 
with which the Mendelian theory was 
received when it was introduced to the 
scientific world in the early years of this 
century. We thought at last the key to 
evolution had been discovered. As a 
leading Mendelian put it,—‘While the 
rest of us had been held up by an appar¬ 
ently impenetrable hedge, namely the 
difficulty of explaining die origin of 
Variation, Mendel had, unnoticed, cut a 
way through.’ But as our knowledge 
of the facts grew, the difficulty of using 
the Mendelian phenomena to explain 
evolution became apparent, and this 
early hope sickened and died. The way 
which Mendel cut was soon to lead into 
a ‘cul-de-sac’.” 

It will be seen therefore that the Law of Mendel 
gives small comfort to the ardent evolutionist. Alfred 
Russel Wallace, in his “Letters and Reminiscences” 
said: “The essential basis of evolution involving as it 
does, the most minute and all-pervading adaption to the 
whole environment, is extreme and ever-present plas¬ 
ticity as a condition of survival and adaption. But the 


essence of Mendelian characteristics is their rigidity.” 

When we carefully consider every argument which 
has been brought forward to prove this hypothesis, we 
are surprised at the great weakness, and absurdity of 
some of the alleged “proof.” The theory is without 
one convincing fact to support it, and is confronted by 
scores of facts which seem to refute most effectively 
the popular doctrine of an animal ancestry for man' 
kind. 

Those who believe in the Biblical Record of Crea' 
tion by an Omnipotent Creator, need make no apology 
for their belief, because every modem discovery in 
every realm of scientific investigation proclaims the 
truth of Genesis. The charge of obscurantism, when 
hurled at the believer in the Bible falls flat and harmless. 
To be scientific and up-to-date, one must reject the 
“unproven and unprovable” theory of evolution. 
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